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MEMO TO FILE 

Telephone Conference Summary: Resolution of EH-232 Comments on MRAP Revised 
Draft Final ROD 

R. Kaltreider, DOE/EH-232 
H. Perry, UNC 
T. Plessinger, UNC 

June 20, 1990 

A conference call was held to discuss resolution of EH-232 comments on the 
MRAP ROD. 
identified to UNC the comments they felt should be incorporated, which 
included most comments. 
to not be incorporated as a result of the conference call, and resolutions 
which required clarification. 
attached. 

EPA Region VI11 had reviewed the comments and had previously 

The following identifies only those comments agreed 

A copy of the comments received is also 

Comment 3. Resolution: The ROD will identify several potential technologies to 
be used and state that the appropriate technology will be determined during 
the design phase. 

Comment 7. Resolution: The ROD will include a brief table identifying radium 
concentrations on the piles and soils, and will include a comparison to the 40 
CFR 192 remediation standard. 

Comment 8. Resolution: It was agreed that this comment will not be 
incorporated. It was agreed that risk is one factor in the decision to 
remediate the millsite, but is not the only reason. DOE would have remediated 
the site whether CERCLA was involved, or not. Regarding the summary table, a 
summary risk table was included in a previous draft, and subsequently deleted 
because it was more confusing to the reader than it was helpful. 

Comment 9. Resolution: This comment was agreed to be partially incorporated. 
EPA has accepted the risk assessment using risk to the population. 
acceptance is based on the history of the MRAP risk assessment development and 
.the fact that the clean-up level is health based (40 CFR 192) and will reduce 
risk to acceptable levels. The radiologic risk assessment was performed prior 
to.EPA’s Superfund Public Health Evaluation Manual (1986). A sentence will be 
added to this section that states that the clean-up levels are health-based 
and will achieve acceptable risk levels, and a rough estimate of individual 
risk will be added for the baseline radiological risk. 

This 

Comment 10. Resolution: The ROD will add clarification to the reason why the 
soil ingestion was excluded from further consideration. Although trespassing 
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is possible, the frequency would be seldom due to the existing security fence 
and the chance that trespassers would ingest contaminated soil is very low, 
because ingestion is associated predominantly with very small children. 
Further, the existing soil cover serves as an additional barrier to ingestion 
of tailings material itself. 

Comment 13. Resolution: This will be added unless it is stated elsewhere and 
then it will be referred to. 

Comment 25 .  Resolution: A brief discussion will be added to show that the 
clean-up standard is health based, and it will be stated that the remedy is 
protective within the specified range established by EPA. 
simplified risk to the individual will be provided as well, for comparative 
purposes. 

An extremely 

Comment 26. This comment was agreeed to not be incorporated after 
clarification of RCRA applicability was given. 

Copies to: 
D. 
W. 
R. 
J .  
P. 
S. 
H. 

Williamson, DOE-GJPO 
Murphy, DOE-HQ 
Kaltreider, DOE-HQ 
Lilly, Weston OTS 
Mushovic, EPA Region VI11 
Peterson, State of Utah 
Perry, UNC 
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@H-23 C8:mments Or1 the Hontlcello Mill Site 
D . r e f t  Record of Oeclelon (ROD) 

Overall, t h e  d r a f t  ROD does a good job A t  docunonting the 
selected i:emedy. 
ROD guidance ,  and includes meet, e s s e n t f a l  compor,ents and cr,ntlrnt 
In most o f  the1 ROD 8oct ion8,  
to etrengthen the Cecfsfon r b t i o n a l u  and d i d w e  conslntency w!.th 
EPA qui daricr . 

ft C3osely followe the fonaat provided i r r  E ~ A * s  

?'he fallawing cosnents 8 t e  pr:ovl:ded 

MU& 
p e l ,  f a e t  para, 
line 8 

p J ,  1 8 t  pars,  
I r t  tullet 

p.2, 1st para,  
4th bullet 

p t 2 ,  2nd para, 
3rd bulIet(new) 

COB - 

The uf;e of the word Is aiir- 
leading b8:tod on EPA tmn ino logy ,  
define8 btsbilitatfon a8 any trclrtnrent 
t a c h n o l o g y  t h a t  utilizer at8bilizing 
a ents(fe. cement, pozzoranfc, OW.)  t o  
p K ysicslty or cPmfeal ly  bind haa8 .rdcu  
COn8tftllen1;8 into a r o l l d  ma50 t o  roC'uce 
leaching, ~ h o  #e lected reaedy doe.$ t o t  
f n c l u j o  any 6uch proceeu, BO tho use o f  
atabilfzed crhouZd be delQted here and 
throuihout the  ROD. 

W A  

Suggeirt key tachnfcal aspact8 of the 
roporltsry bo briefly highlighted t o  
ehew Str integrity and relfabllity, 

Specify trcatmant t e c h n a l q y ( f  ea)  that  
will b8  u m d  f6r runoff/devatsrfng w a t o r  

K e n t i o n  oupplomenta1 dtandards worrld 
a l l o w  laaving contamination in place  
where removal would cauae undue envf fo- 
mental dmc.$e, 

6uggeat i fim bullet be addad t o  
f n d i c a t 8  i m t f t u t f o n r l  Control8 would 
be inc:.tudod. i f  neces&&ry. 

Sf0.W 
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See. 5 . 0  
Gene I: a 1 

8 6 8 ~ .  6 .0  
General 
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p.12, See. 6.1.1. 
last para 

p.14, See. 6 , 1 . %  
para. 4 .. 

Adding a t : b l e ( s )  which highl ightre  major 
contanlf nantr ,  C@nCent$Atl@n8, & heali;h 
#tanCLfda for  each xtajof medla would be 
useful t G  depict contaainante of concern 
Table 3-3  from RI Report is an exlrmp:.e, 

In thc;ir FY 89  Rod Analysis, EPA l:derrti- 
f l e d  docurn4ntatAQn of s i t e  rirks 0 8  I-ae 
priorfty a t e 8  for improvement tn V Y  !IO. 
This f 8  al.ru a key area fn t h f e  ROD 1;3at 
cou ld  be improved, Thls section noedrr 
additional i n f o m a t i o n  to clearly px'o- 
v ide  the r a t iono le  f o r  teklng rernvdiril 
action {le, excess lffetlme cancei: r i s k  
outs1Ce tho r i e k  range). Suggest brief 
f ibtratfve 0 table (see EPA ROD Guf.dance, 
E x h i h i t  C-;2) be sdded a t  end of mctS.on 
t o  sununarf ce key riskr. 

Recogr i z , i n g  rteldiologl ca1  risk aes4!sment 
can be more complicated t h e n  chernl.caJ. 
hssesgnent, still need to Correlate 
annuek cmcer incidences to Qxcesti 11,fe- 
time q4nce.c rlak t o  show theee I e v e I r i  
pose a rlsA outside the lo-' t o  10.' 
r h k  range* T h i s  18 important s ince  the 
radiologfetal r i a k  is tho pr3ncfpcrl 
h e a l t h  thrqat  driving remedial act.lon. - 1  ? TF.6 b t  t w h d  User ' 6 Gu $de : R8df Q ~ L I C ~  W' 

& 4.&h..- 
Carcinogen.kitp ehould be h e l p f u l ,  3 
EPA dcea not ellow the uoe of fenC!Bl or 
other l n s t l t u t f o n a l  cost,solr fn et:tab- 
Iiahlng ba;mllne riak( aee httbchocl note,) 
Should rssclme sort8 lfmited e n t r y  vi11 
occur (trwparsere,  e t c . )  , & then deter- 
mine i f  tho  ro i l  cover reduce8 expar:ura 
t h a t  thera h no v ~ b ~ c 9 p t a b h  risk, 

The cancer r f a k  Cttribuicble to a r ~ e n i c  
i m  pr88enti?d as IO-', but then r t a t e s  

should t o  corrected. Alca, &Pa Rlek 
Ameu~ment Guf dance uzlos a csncent..rat.ion 
l eve l  that  corferponda t o  th. reaclsna.b10 
maximum exyoeure rather than the  acrxdmum 

risk i m  w i t h i n  t h a  r f r k  range, 

+) 

1 0 0 ,  - 
t h i 6  16 a .L f n  10,006 r i r k .  Thi8 @?3'91: ' '-  

and at'@r8gB @ X P O # U r @ l ,  VhlCh Could 6 h W  



i2 p.16, Sec. 7.1.1 
p.17, Sec. 7 . 1 . 2  

19 p.23 ,  Sec. e .a.3 
p.26, Sec, 6.2.3 
Tabte.8 8-1  c 8-9 

I - 930 

1 a/ - 
Q%?!m?x 

Thesct Bectlons e t a t e  t h e  no actfsn 
alternatives would require the uEe o f  
institutional ControIu. This fr not. 
coneldetec! a no bctfon alttrr,atlve tjy 
EPA (nee ROD Guidance, p. 9-2) ,  wh1cL.r 
only nllowa monitoring en part of no 
act i cm.  Deleto mentlon t o  f r , a t i t U -  
t f o n s l  controls d o  the89 are true no 
a c t l c n  alternatives. 

Suggest you reiterate t h e  w a s t e  typo 6 
quantity t o  be addressed by each OUb 

Xow L when will' i t  be determlned Ithat f r  
m o ~ t  c:pproptl a t o  trettment tt chnology 
f o r  z m o f  f water? 

Refer t o  cmment 1. Delete the word 
8t~biJfzatfon c replace with contr i inwnt 
or df8p08a16 

When vlll :!?A L S t a t e  docide l f  w e  of 
supplrmntaf ~ t s n d a r d a  fa approptiatut 
Whdt 4 d d i t  f ona l  Institutional conl.ro1.n 
will this :rtequlre? 

EPA ROD Gu.Ldance reeomendr for m c h  02 
t h e  0 cvallratfon critoria t o  diocuor the 
bent  s1ter;iatfvo ffrrrt, with the othttr 
alternativsu discusred in 8equanem. 

1nfora.Ation under thers 2 critericl is 
reverred. 
Thlr crit4?rfon applfeu only t o  r6cluct.ion 
of toxicfty, mability, ot: volume t . k m g h  
treatrent . Thr reduct lbn  In plobiUty 
thru contalmrnt  In t h w a  altornat.tvr.8 
8hOuld be tfeleted from t h i a  crfter8fot.t 8 
addreired tindor o v 8 r r l l  protec t ion  o t  
human h e a l t h  I envf ronient. 
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Sec. 9 ,  General 
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p.27, Sec. 9 . 1 . 1  
peta .  2 

p J O r  Table 9 = 1  

~ ~ 3 7 ,  Sec. U L 2 . 1  
p40, Sec. 10.2.4 

==.m 
Throughout this Beetion, delete the word 
etabiJization & replace with contr,lnrwnt 
OL dlfiporal. 

18 tRo proposed repositcry property 
contanJnated3 I f  not, suggest a brief 
raticnale be provided for  o s h g  t h i s  
property rather than t h e  mfllsite, 

suggerlt you mention the IOO,COO yti' o f  
contaminated Baterial to be received 
from bfVP WIP part of the #vp ROD, 

18 the1 c o o t  o f  purchaBlng t h e  t e p o s i t w y  
property included in the t o t a l  corit? - 

Use xstionsle from Appendix 8 t o  high- 
light here in Statutory peterminathria 
t h a t  kCFUL Le not A R M ,  Important to 
8180 Cctetiains i f  dfnposal o f  weal;a in 
repository constitutes RCRA pfacmeni: ,  
crlnce thfs would trigger tbR i f  I t  ~ I I  
deternllned in the future thclt we I r w 8  
RCFU rmtrlcted waete .  


